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PER CURIAM:*

Carlos Ivan Chavira-Montanez appeals his sentence for illegal reentry

into the United States after having been ordered removed, in violation of

* Pursuant to 5TH CIRCUIT RULE 47.5, the court has determined that this
opinion should not be published and is not precedent except under the limited
circumstances set forth in 5TH CIRCUIT RULE 47.5.4.
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8 U.S.C. § 1326(a) and (b)(2), along with the revocation of the supervised
release he was serving at the time of the offense. His sole argument on appeal
challenges a condition of supervised release providing that if his probation
officer determines that he poses a risk to another person, the officer may
require him to notify that person of the risk. Because he does not address the
validity of the revocation of his terms of supervised release or the sentences
imposed upon revocation, he has abandoned any challenge to that judgment.
See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Cir. 1993). The Government
has filed an unopposed motion for summary affirmance, contending that this
argument is foreclosed by our recent decision in United States v. Mejia-
Banegas, 32 F.4th 450 (5th Cir. 2022).

Chavira-Montanez argues that the district court erred in imposing the
risk-notification condition because it constitutes an impermissible delegation
of judicial authority. However, we recently rejected this same argument in
Mejia-Banegas and found that the district court did not err, plainly or
otherwise, by imposing the same condition. 32 F.4th at 451-52.

Because summary disposition is appropriate, see Groendyke Transp.,
Inc. v. Davis, 406 F.2d 1158, 1162 (5th Cir. 1969), the Government’s motion
for summary affirmance is GRANTED, the Government’s alternative
motion for an extension of time to file a briefis DENIED, and the judgments
of the district court are AFFIRMED.



